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DETAILED ACTION 

i> This action is in response to Applicant's remarks, filed 1.2.2007. Claims 1-8, 10- 
15, 17-24, 26 and 27 are presented for further examination. 

2> As a new grounds of rejection is introduced in this action, this is a non-final 
rejection. 

Response to Arguments 

I. THE §112, FIRST PARAGRAPH REIECTION OF THE CLAIMS ARE MAINTAINED. 

Applicant argues that the §112, first paragraph rejection of the claims for failing 
to comply with the enablement requirement is in error. At issue is the limitation of 
optimizing remote method call invocation using the process of machine learning 
which was rejected for lack of enablement. Applicant's arguments have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant points to an example in the specification as support for the 
limitation. The example is directed to a proxy determining that a first inquiry to a 
first remote object takes 60 seconds. Desiring a faster response time, the proxy simply 
selects a second remote object and compares the average response times to determine 
how more optimal response times can be achieved. For the reasons discussed below, 
the Office asserts that this example fails to fully enable the limitation of optimizing 
remote method call invocation using machine learning. 
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A. The full scope of the claims are not enabled by the specification. 
The focus of the examination inquiry is whether everything within the scope 

of the claim is enabled. MPEP §2164-08. In other words, the only relevant concern 
should be whether the scope of enablement provided to one skilled in the art by the 
disclosure is commensurate with the scope of protection sought by the claims. Id. 

Here, the claim is directed towards optimizing method call invocation 
utilizing machine learning during the preprocessing of the call. Thus, the scope of the 
claim includes all techniques of machine learning that could be utilized to optimize a 
method call. The single example in the disclosure on which Applicant relies for 
support cannot be considered to be fully enabling of a limitation that broadly claims 
use of machine learning in general. 

Even if the cited example represents one instance of machine learning, it does 
not represent all examples of machine learning. Simply put, the one example provided 
in the disclosure is not commensurate with the scope of protection sought by the 
claims. Therefore, the full scope of the claims are not enabled by the specification, and 
the §112, first paragraph rejection is proper. 

B. The one example does not teach one skilled in the art to use the 
invention without undue experimentation. 

The specification must teach those skilled in the art how to make and use the 

full scope of the claimed invention without undue experimentation. IcL All that is 

necessary is that one skilled in the art be able to practice the claimed invention, given 

the level of knowledge and skill in the art. IcL 
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Here, the example in the disclosure does not teach one skilled in the art to use 
the invention and therefore is non-enabling. Applicant's example is directed to a 
proxy that desires faster response times. If a first remote object does not provide the 
desired response time, the proxy selects a second remote object and compares the 
average response times to determine how more optimal response times can be 
achieved. In the Office's view, the step of "achieving more optimal response times" is 
crucial to the machine learning example. The specification however is silent as to how 
the proxy could achieve more optimal response times based on merely comparing 
response times between remote objects. 

The implication of the step is that the proxy compares the response times from 
different remote objects and simply selects the remote object with the fastest response 
time. But the example is directed to achieving a specific response time (5 seconds). 
The specification does not teach one of ordinary skill in the art how to achieve the 
more optimal response time. Therefore, one would not have been able to make and 
use the full scope of the claimed invention ("machine learning") without undue 
experimentation. 

II. This action introduces prior art retections of the claims. 

In view of the Applicant's remarks with respect to utilizing machine learning 
to optimize remote method call invocation and particularly the example relied upon 
by Applicant, this action introduces a new grounds of rejection based on prior art. 
Therefore, this is a non-final rejection to give Applicant's the opportunity to respond 
to these new rejections. 
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III. The Applicant's amendment of the specification does not 

OVERCOME THE §101 REJECTION OF CLAIMS 14 AND 23. 

In response to the §101 rejection of claims 14 and 23 set forth in the final 
rejection mailed on 3.13.2006, Applicant amended the specification, deleting the term 
"communication media." The specification still recites that "computer readable media 
can be any available media that can be accessed by the computer." The specification 
continues in discussing communication media that includes carrier waves or 
modulated data signals. Carrier waves and modulated data signals is currently not 
viewed as falling within a statutory category. Any data that is "on" a carrier wave 
fails to be structurally and functionally interconnected with the media in such a 
manner to enable any usefulness to be realized. Therefore, the amendment is not 
sufficient to overcome the §101 rejection because the specification can still be 
interpreted as covering non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition . 
of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain. a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3> Claims 14 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §101 because the claimed 
inventions are directed towards non-statutory subject matter. See the section III 
above in the response to arguments and the final rejection, filed 3.13.2006. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 



Application/Control Number: 09/893,829 
Art Unit: 2152 



Page 6 



The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use 
the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his 
invention. 

4> Claims 1-8, 10-15, 17*23 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and/or use the invention. 

See section I in response to arguments above and non-final rejection, filed 
10.2.2006. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5> Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 

applicant regards as the invention. 

a. Claim 1 lacks proper antecedent basis: "the entity." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 



Application/Control Number: 09/893,829 
Art Unit: 2152 

matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

6> Claims 1-8 and 9-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §i03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arnold et al, U.S Patent No. 6.393.497 ["Arnold"], in view of Applicant's 
admitted prior art ["AAPA"], in further view of Clarke et al, U.S Patent Publication 
No. 2002I0035642 ["Clarke"]. 

7> As to claim 1, Arnold discloses a system for interacting with an object, the 
system comprising: 

an application code generic proxy that receives an intercepted method call, 
invokes a method on the object, receives results from the object and passes results to 
the entity that generated the intercepted method call based at least in part on the 
intercepted method call operability of the application code generic proxy modified by 
the application code, the application code generic proxy performs proxy pre- 
processing to optimize remote method call invocation before invoking the method on 
the object [Figure 6 | Figure 7 «items 704, 705» | column 9 «lines 4'37»]. 

Arnold does not expressly disclose a method call interceptor or performing 
machine learning. 

8> With respect to intercepting method calls and routing them to proxies, AAPA 
clearly discloses that such functionality is well known in the art [Applicant's 
specification, pg. 1 «lines io-28»]. Since such functionality is well known and utilized 
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in conventional systems, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have reasonably inferred that Arnold's system also contains the similar 
functionality. 

9> With respect to machine learning, Arnold clearly discloses performing 
preprocessing, including optimization of the invocation by caching previous requests 
[column 9 «lines 4-i5»]. In the same field of invention, Clarke is directed to a client- 
server system with a proxy system in between [Figure 1]. The proxy utilizes machine 
learning in the step of preprocessing method calls from the client in order to optimize 
the invocation of the calls [0027 where : Clarke discloses that the proxy is adaptive in 
selecting appropriate servers with the proxy "learning over time which origin servers 
are most prone to overload"]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Clarke's teachings of an adaptive proxy into Arnold's system. Clarke discloses that an 
adaptive proxy helps control network congestion over the network. Thus, one would 
have been motivated to modify Arnold's proxy to be adaptive to optimize network 
efficiency of handling requests over the network. 

io> As to claim 2, Arnold discloses the object is located across a remote boundary 
[Figure 1 «item 6o6»], 



n> As to claim 3, Arnold discloses the object is marshaled by reference [column 8 
«lines 38'45»], 
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I2> As to claim 4, Arnold discloses the object is marshaled by value [column 9 
«lines io-i5»]. 

I3> As to claim 5, Arnold discloses populating a call information data store with 
information associated with the intercepted method call, the call information data 
store is accessible to the application code generic proxy [column 9 «lines i6-27»]. 

I4> As to claim 6, Arnold discloses the call information data store is populated 
with at least one of: a method name and a class/interface defining method data 
[column 7 «lines 46~49» | column 9 «lines 59-66»]. 

I5> As to claim 7, Arnold discloses the call information data store is a message 
object that be serialized and passed across a remote boundary [column 9 «lines 16- 

i6> As to claim 8, Arnold discloses transferring control to a method in the 
application code generic proxy, the method in the application code generic proxy 
overrides a base class method defined in a base class object from which the application 
code generic proxy inherits [column 10 «lines 20'3i»]. 

I7> As to claim 10, Arnold discloses proxy preprocessing further comprises at least 
one of: transaction processing, object migration, monitoring remote method calls, 
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caching local data, caching remote data, and controlling remote method call 
invocations [column 9 «lines 4-27»]. 

i8> As to claim 11, Arnold discloses the application code generic proxy performing 
proxy post-processing after receiving the results from the object [Figure 7 «item 7i2»]. 

ig> As to claim 12, Arnold discloses the proxy post-processing comprises at least 
one of transaction processing, monitoring remote method calls, caching local data, and 
controlling remote method call invocations [column 9 «lines 4'37»]. 

20> As to claim 13, Arnold discloses the proxy invoking the method on the object 
by invoking a method available in remoting infrastructure [column 10 «lines 20-32»]. 

2i> As to claim 14, as it does not teach or further define over previously claimed 
limitations, it is rejected for at least the same reasons set forth for claim 1. 

22> Claims 15 and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §i03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Colyer, U.S Patent No. 5.903.725, in view of Clarke. 

23> Colyer was cited by Applicant in an IDS filed on 6.17.2002. 

24> As to claim 15 Colyer discloses a method for interacting with an object, the 
method comprising: 
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creating a base class proxy object [column 7 «lines 37'5i» : parent class]; 

creating an application code generic proxy, the application code generic proxy 
inherits from the base class proxy object [column 7 «lines 37~5i» | column 11 «lines 45- 
64»]; 

overriding a base class method defined in the base class, the overridden 
method receives an intercepted method call [column 3 «lines i-n» | column 12 «lines 4- 
i8»]; 

intercepting a method call on the object [column 3 «lines 

routing the method call to the application code generic proxy [column 3 «line 
6i» to column 4 «line 44»]; 

invoking the method on the object [column 3 «line 53» to column 4 «line 25»]; 

receiving a first result from the object [column 3 «lines 44 r 59»]; and 

returning a second result to the entity that generated the intercepted method 
call [column 3 «line 6i» to column 4 «iine 6»], 

Colyer does not expressly disclose adapting the proxy functionality with the 
proxy performing pre-processing comprising transaction processing and machine 
learning. 

25> In the same field of invention, Clarke is directed to a client-server system with 
a proxy system in between [Figure 1]. Clarke's proxy is adaptive in the sense that the 
proxy utilizes machine learning in the step of preprocessing method calls from the 
client in order to optimize the invocation of the calls [0027 where : Clarke discloses 
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that the proxy is adaptive in selecting appropriate servers with the proxy "learning 
over time which origin servers are most prone to overload"]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Clarke's teachings of an adaptive proxy into Colyer' s system. Clarke discloses that an 
adaptive proxy helps control network congestion over the network. Thus, one would 
have been motivated to modify Colyer' s proxy to be adaptive to optimize network 
efficiency of handling requests over the network. 

z6> As to claims 20-22, Colyer discloses the object is located across a remote 
boundary [Figure 4], the object is marshaled by reference [column 11 «lines 5i-54»] 
and the object is marshaled by value [column 4 «lines 9-i2»]. 

27> Claims 17-19, 23 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C §i03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Colyer and Clarke, in view of Arnold. 

28> As to claim 17, Colyer does not disclose the preprocessing including load 
balancing, object migration, object persisting, monitoring remote method calls. 

29> In the same field of invention, Arnold discloses a proxy performing 
preprocessing including object migration, monitoring remote method calls, caching 
local data, caching remote data, and controlling remote method call invocations 
[column 9 «lines 4-27»]. 

It would have been obvious to incorporate Arnold's preprocessing steps into 
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Colyer's proxy object. Arnold discloses that such steps improve network response to 
method call invocation. Thus, one would have been motivated to combine the 
references to improve upon Colyer's proxy for the reasons stated in Arnold. 

30> As to claims 18 and 19, Colyer does not expressly disclose performing post- 
processing. 

3i> Arnold discloses the application code generic proxy performing proxy post- 
processing after receiving the results from the object [Figure 7 «item 7i2»], whereby 
the post processing includes transaction processing, monitoring remote method calls, 
caching local data, and controlling remote method call invocations [column 9 «lines 4- 
37»]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Arnold's post processing steps into Colyer's system to enable caching of objects which 
improves network response to method call invocation. 

32> As to claims 23 and 27, as they do not teach or further define over the 
previously claimed limitations, they are rejected for at least the same reasons set forth 
for claims 15 and 17-19. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

Bezviner et al, U.S Patent No. 5.613.148. 
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